As the debate on sustainable development and environmental justice has gathered momentum, considerable attention has been paid to identifying key principles. In (Bullard 1990 (Bullard , 1993 
for earlier discussions). This resurgent interest in justice issues has been accompanied by a more general interest in normative theoretical approaches within planning and geography, with detailed examination of values (rights, ethics, quality of life) being reinserted with renewed confidence into recent work within these disciplines (Beatley 1994; Bourne 1996; Smith 1997; Sayer and Storper 1997) . The need to reevaluate the ethical underpinnings of policy and analysis has been given added impetus by the emergence of sustainable development debates. Lipietz (1996) , for instance, argues that the greatest achievement of the 1992 Rio Earth Summit and related conferences may well be the widespread popular and political acknowledgment of the need for &dquo;new rights and obligations to be incorporated within social norms,&dquo; involving &dquo;... the recognition, at first moral, of new rights, new bearers of rights and of new objects of rights&dquo; (223) . In this view, the discourse of sustainable development has enlarged the consideration of rights through its explicit attention to the rights of future generations and of present-day socially marginalized groups and also to the need to consider other (nonhuman) dimensions of the natural world as having rights to continued existence, as recognized in biodiversity treaties.
Reflecting theoretical debates over local-global dimensions of economic restructuring, social-and environmental-justice debates have involved equity issues at a range of scales, from the local to the global. Debates have also involved the broader economic, social, and political systems that foster and perpetuate inequalities between different social groups and different geographic areas. In environmental terms, this requires looking both at systems that generate environmentally degrading activities and also at differential access to environmental goods and environmental bads, notably as expressed in differential impacts on different social groups, sectors, and geographical areas. A particularly powerful illustration is provided by environmental racism debates, which have highlighted how, in cases such as the concentration of toxic waste incineration plants found in poor areas, areas with large concentrations of people of color have disproportionately experienced adverse impacts in many instances (Bullard 1990 (Bullard , 1993 . Environmental justice and social justice are seen as intrinsically connected in such analyses. In this article, both are treated by addressing the underlying systemic causes of injustice and by addressing the more traditional distributive justice concerns of seeking to redress inequalities of outcome. This is important, since some commentators have begun to question whether a narrow equity concern with distributional aims (e.g., decisions on who comes to be most polluted and where) may have the unintended perverse effect of overshad-owing more broadly constituted justice concerns by addressing underlying structural issues-that is, engaging with systems to reduce or prevent pollution rather than distribute it more equitably (Young 1990; Pullido 1994; Heiman 1996; Lake 1996) (Seabrook 1990; O'Connor 1993 O'Connor , 1994 (Turner, Pearce, and Bateman 1994 (Haughton 1998 (Beatley 1991 (Haughton and Hunter 1994) . Critical to making this form of equity operational is a right of equal access to information and a more general right of access to information for all interested parties on activities which exert deleterious environmental impacts, locally and globally. Added to this is a concern over which decision-making processes procedural equity might cover, given that it would be highly truncated to define it solely as the equitable distribution of environmental burdens. Procedural equity requires an extended definition that encompasses engagement with &dquo;the gamut of prior decisions affecting the production of costs and benefits to be distributed&dquo; (Lake 1996, 164-166 
Self Reliant Cities
The self-reliant city approach centers on attempts to reduce the negative external impacts of a city beyond its own bioregion, seeking to: reduce overall resource consumption; use local resources where possible; develop renewable resource-based consumption habits, always in a sustainable fashion; minimize waste streams; and deal with pollution in situ rather than sending it to other regions (Morris 1982 (Morris , 1990 (Bookchin 1974 (Bookchin , 1980 (Bookchin , 1992 Berg 1990) , bringing a direct concern with the &dquo;equity of engagement&dquo; issues discussed earlier. Callenbach's (1975) Given its considerable political agenda for fundamental institutional transformation in the quest for sustainability, the self-reliant city is the most radical of the approaches outlined here. The main problem with this approach is the danger of taking regional autarky to unacceptable levels. Wallner, Narodoslawsky, and Moser (1996, 1770) capture something of this in their discussion of &dquo;islands of sustainability,&dquo; arguing that cities need to balance the need to build internally and connect externally, since areas that are wholly self-reliant may survive but &dquo;do not make any contribution to the evolution of the whole economic system towards sustainability,&dquo; neither learning from nor sharing with other regions. Alternatively, the great strength of the self-reliant approach is its explicit concern with equity issues. In particular, relative to the other models of sustainable urban development, what the self-reliant city approach adds is a clear emphasis on inter-species equity, procedural equity, and also social equity, bringing these to the forefront of both problem diagnosis and the processes of devising policies for the sustainable city. (Jacobs 1991 Pearce 1992) , they are sometimes, in practice, reduced to secondary elements of policy concern, where it is assumed that appropriate market adjustment would in any case begin to address inequities.
Redesigning Cities

Fair Shares Cities
The final approach to sustainable urban development is one I term fair shares cities, which sets out to ensure that environmental assets are traded fairly, with a particular view to ensuring that exchange does not take place in ways that degrade donor environments, economies, and societies. To achieve this, it is important to ensure that adequate compensation is provided for the transfer of environmental assets. Similarly, waste streams that effectively appropriate the environmental health of other areas need to be regulated so that they do not impact adversely on recipient area ecosystems, economies, and societies-and, to the extent that they do, adequate compensatory mechanisms should be established. Given the emphasis on reducing use and pollution streams, many elements of the self-reliant city, redesigning the city and externally dependent city policy directions are present. In the fair shares model, however, the additional dimension is to bring about institutional transformations that directly link the actions of those responsible for degrading environments, within the city and beyond, to the means of repairing or compensating for this damage. As a precondition for trading in environmental externalities, it is essential to take into account the carrying capacity and tolerance levels of host and recipient environments. In this model, critical natural stocks are preserved while there is a conditional form of substitutability in other respects, where environmental exchanges are subject to increased concern about compensation for any damaging environmental impacts. In overall policy terms, it is important, in the first instance, to both minimize adverse impacts and to ensure equitable distribution of environmental assets. In the second instance, policy concerns include adequate mechanisms to compensate for the transfer of environmental externalities among individuals, groups, and geographical areas.
The two dimensions of change are very much interconnected. If negative externalities can be identified and attributed to their source, requiring full compensation under the principles of geographical and procedural equity in particular, this will lead to some changes in behavior patterns. Such sentiments are easy to express, yet they remain surrounded by ambiguities that make it difficult to see how they can be converted from broad principle into operational practice. Realistically, there will always be some trading of environmental goods and bads. For instance, a city may well export a small amount of air pollution to a neighboring underdeveloped region, which still has sufficient natural assimilative capacity to absorb and neutralize the pollution. In this case, the environment of the recipient area remains largely undamaged, and it might be possible to devise compensation mechanisms for the usage of this spare capacity, which could help develop the area concerned. These need not be financial ; they might also include preferential rights to market access of polluter countries or changes to migration rights for people in the recipient areas (White and Whitney 1992 White and Whitney (1992) take the view that it should be possible to devise systems of reparations that link areas benefiting from an exchange of environmental value to those degraded by it.
It needs to be emphasized that there are enormous practical and conceptual difficulties in isolating and gauging the net impacts of these flows. The word net here is important, since cities will inevitably generate a series of positive impacts on parts of their hinterland areas, providing much needed investment and jobs (Jacobs 1984 (Haughton 1997 (Downton 1997) .
In terms of equity considerations, the fair shares approach potentially seeks to address all dimensions, given that it is constructed here as building on the best of each of the other models. It The most problematic social equity issues concern extreme versions of the free-market model, which rely heavily on the market mechanism rather than state regulation to achieve their distributive goals. This said, it is clear that transforming markets to reduce externalities and associated 
